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Cmws 16 29 and 49-74 a'-e pcndmg with cluims 16 and being aiuependcrt Ciairrs 
16 and 5^ feve been amei^dea and clanti 19 Im been cancelkd, 

MiiVement oi tne Suoata Bce o ? im interview 
Vnpli^cTii upp'ccuitt^iu wUvHii^sub extended ^"iiUj-ni -. xp.ca'ntaine anc Ml. 
Stephen Olson duniig me mitn lev, of Oao^c. 10 20rtf Dinpi; bcnex <,s\ \poLcant s 
rspresemahve discus^ied the dJi»tinctions setweeo 1iOa.t {L i> Patent No ?,22^,9i8) anC 
independent claim 16 The detail ot Applicant'^ position expnjssed diiniig the interview axe 
ptovjdcd m gicater detail hereinafta nnder the appropfiate headings, 

ri<* \fi 19-21 2^-2'', and "^-) ha\v Ixc > s^^jw^t-u u.'saci I S C Iu2ib) as beng 
.iniicipatedhvTiOSt5.l3 S Patent No '^,229,*)i8) Thi5> tiejccuon i& njspecth Ii> .rAcii>cd 

Tro«4t does rot describe or suggebt at least the claimed monohitiic manttcjid in>,jud3ng a 
cyc.oid-'^haped ^jnC ng chamber fonned m a ftont tact or i^e marifold and I'peiable to impart 
pauic c-i. I < Iv /(. ' . i 1 i \r 

T?K^'^ \.^! it- c I a vvU ^ lit. iHx^ 1 i V I ) not. > ' .1 rolrh 
ma ■'iiold «Md thie . s^Js,. Uv.->n chan^ber 44 to the iUit ^cd i u di? i vx i > mm ^. v-^ ' e 
>.!aKMhcai'on chambej 44 1\ is not pai. ol the body niemljer 1 i but tauo dt-fs-x^a f)) 
sep>.*itste and leplaceable components (see e g , col 3, imes, 39-75 through coL 4, ltne<i i 2^) 

Even K clai>i>ificatiOn chamber 44 were cons^deted a gtinding chambei, which apphoant 
di^ei* not tonccdc ihe clissin^ation i h<\nher 44 is not ircluded <s pan o* a monothohc ri<^ ni\d 
and nnoi opCia>-)L ipi ^ ! n ^ i. o ■> n le j m .s'-* \^ 
y. stUNsea Ui' utbe ' Oj\ o w ^|.^v.^. * h *ei.heu ox > O'^t ids !^ .ake-> ^^Uk^ ^ r c 
^ at.!. X, "-0 vn<' sTivXcx Joiu srapcd Tie alleged >,vcloii* !>hapcdt.lai<- hcation 
^iioi'i t~. iiOfctisroi agiiird!ngcham'-5ci,^i't jristeadjvalovi \clocjty ciainborpetrnttihig 
Mealier pa^ncLs to be '-epa axd (a. la^sjtjed) and u> e\K tb'x>iif'h the v-}udet imd Larger patk loh to 



lice ^(>,2m 



return to the grinding chanilxr (2i in TvosL 4), Trosi docs not describe suggest chat the 
flow of pressurized fluid through nozzles 78 and 79, which provktes the necessary actkw lo 
erode panicles* within the impact chambcT 56, also provides the neccsssr>' action xvsthin chamber 
44 ICS impart pa^ticie-on-p^utic-w• s.-'.' ux'.k '\> - n.iVn.'J wnlv.n chaniher M Tiiejc is v:V)ply 
no basis lo conclude that ihc iluul *'o-a thar o'^ct'"^ v luiphe? 44 ai sui.'h a \ckx- tv lo „'aa&e 
p<mKle-^->n pa-;sc!e -.j^e redudioT?, Further, uT^likc patt^iv-on-paHK'le sedii..tso?? lhat maj occur 
\n a high velocity s^ettiiig, e.g.. Fay (U.S. Patent No, 3.559.9 IS, see ExiatvaKf s Interview 
Summary dated October 16, 2006), the Examiner not detisonstrated how the classification 
chamber 44 of Trosi is capable of particle-on-paiticle size reduction of material within the 
grinding chamber. Further, Fay does nor describe or suggest pattic1e-on-paiticlc si7C rcductior: 
of nialcrui uansa ihc \v>ro\ .ii^^.c^c \:>x.\' c , l-i^z J i , :\ .-<^> '0, Invctf 1 55 }^~u\ ) 
SiTnihrh, if one ssmc lo equate ine ckji^aicauun iccc^^ 13 o;' |-ig, 4 1^* Ihc clSimcd grinding 
chamber, the j>ame anaiY,*iis follows, j.e,. even if a pressurised tluid were injecied inio groove 2i, 
5t would not result m particle-on-pasticle si^e reductioa of material witliiii the recess 13. 

Accordingly, claim 16, and its dependent claims, are patentable overTnost for at least the 
reasons disGussed above, 

Ciasni Reiectjons Und<;r 35 U.S.C. 103 
Ciuiins 17 and lis have been rejected under 35 llS.C. g 103(a) as being unpattntable over 
Ti-ost in view of Coombc et al (U.S. Patent No. 3,840,1 88), Claims 23 and 24 toe been 
rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Trost in view of Fay (U.S. Patent 
No. 3,559,895). Claim 28 has been rejected under 35 O.S.C § 103(a) &s being unpatentable over 
Tu .n of Andrews (tlS. Patent No, 2,032,827). These rejections are mspecifully 
iraversed. 

C<y--i\\h(:. Riy nnd .■\ndrev\ s do not overcome the deficiencie,'; in Tro.sJ discussed above. 
IV' particular, none oi tiie references dcscrihe a monolithic manitold as claimed. Iherefore, 
claims 17, 18, 23, 24 and 28 are patentable over Trost, Coombe, Fay and Andrews. 
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AppI caiit does, not ucquies>ce in the hxm me \ chtl^ac^en2d^^o^l^ ot t!ie ^ut E-cr biev.t> 
smd to adva ice prosect mn, however^ ApphcaTti mav have m i <*ddTV5sj>ed all cn.^ratten/.Uson^ oi 
the an and reserves the n»H lo do so ift furthe n c^i^eru^iOT? this or a s>, bsev^;^i ctu ipoiu <i*'nn 

focused CP '^i^rhv. 'U' <'<>b KHK iiv^ notto' \tuutc «toni.c MO that tlicx uic ^^o oho 
fiigumeris ior pijenubilily ol the claims All ot ih? dt,pendem claims are patema&le fo. cit ieas^t 
the resfeo s given u-itb res^pect to the claims oi wlitch tii^y dt-pend 

Apnlicai^ submits fli^t all of he c^anm oi tl e present appbcaroii &hoi5 d be i lo\^cd 
^ppLta '* re-irect' v pt j a th cc hv h es o s.ot ot v pst Piv ^ t ap \ 

S'^ { 0 00 foi the Pcvi* o ) for Fxten icn oi Ti x ice lo Jepo^u a*. count OO- iO'^O PLa. c a| j, Iv an^ 

othei chai'ge& o credits to de^ osn accou i 06-1050 



Respectfully submitted. 
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